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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This Office Action is in response to the amendment filed by the Applicant on 4/21/2004. 



2. Applicants argument has been fully considered, but is moot in view of the new grounds 
of rejection presented in this Office action. 



The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1,6, 11, 16, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. The use of vague language in the amended limitation of each 
of the mentioned claims would not be understandable to one skilled in the art. The amendment 
reads as follows: 

"wherein said checking step comprises a step for checking for said interferences based on 
memory usage information indicting to be used memory area by executing the installed 
program in said signature data and memory usage information of said other already 
installed program." 

The amended claim contains a word out of context i.e., "indicting" and the rest of the sentence is 
vague: "... indicting to be used memory area by executing the installed program in said signature 
data and memory usage information of said other already installed program." The examiner will 
interpret the amendment using the language prior to the vague segment of the amendment, i.e.,: 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



3. 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 
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"wherein said checking step comprises a step for checking for said interferences based on 
memory usage information." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5; 6, 7, 9, 10; 11, 12, 14, 15; 16, 17, 19, 20; and 21, 22, 24, 25 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Parthasarathy et al., U.S. Patent 6,347,398 
(hereinafter referred to as Parthasarathy) in view of Brewer, U.S. Patent 6,295,645. 

In regard to claim 1: 

Parthasarathy discloses a program installation method comprising; 

"a step of receiving a program's signature data; " 

See column 3, lines 6 - 13 for receiving a program's signature data. 

"a step of checking for interference with other already installed programs on the basis of 
said signature data; " 

See column 3, lines 6 - 13 for checking for interference (checking to see if the program is 
safe to install, thus preventing adverse interaction with other programs) by checking the 
signature data. 
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"a step of authorizing the installation of programs with which there is no interference, " 
The installation is authorized based on the signature data and installed (column 3, lines 6 

-21). 

"wherein said checking step comprises a step for checking for said interferences based 
on memory usage information indicting to be used memory area by executing the 
installed program in said signature data and memory usage information of said other 
already installed program. " 

Parthasarathy discloses checking for interference (checking to see if the program is safe 
to install, thus preventing adverse interaction with other programs) by checking the signature 
data (See column 3, lines 6-13), but does not explicitly check for interference based on memory 
usage. However Brewer discloses checking for sufficient resources for a processor to run code 
that has had a signature verification (column 22, lines 19 - 29). One skilled in the art would 
understand memory to be a resource needed to run code. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the checking for 
interference with signature data as taught by Parthasarathy with also checking for interference 
based on memory usage as taught by Brewer, because the interference checks allows steps to be 
taken to free the necessary resources as taught by Brewer at column 22, lines 24-27. 

In regard to claim 2, incorporating the rejection of claim 1: 

"...wherein said checking step further comprises a step for checking for said interference 
based of whether or not memory usage information in said signature data includes a use 
of register area. " 

Parthasarathy discloses checking for interference (checking to see if the program is safe 
to install, thus preventing adverse interaction with other programs) by checking the signature 
data (See column 3, lines 6-13), but does not explicitly check for interference based on memory 
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usage including a register area. However Brewer discloses checking for sufficient resources for 
a processor to run code that has had a signature verification (column 22, lines 19 - 29). One 
skilled in the art would understand memory and registers to be resources needed to run code in a 
computer system. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the checking for interference with signature data as taught by 
Parthasarathy with also checking for interference based on memory usage including register area 
as taught by Brewer, because the interference checks allows steps to be taken to free the 
necessary resources as taught by Brewer at column 22, lines 24 - 27. 
In regard to claim 4, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 : 

" ...wherein said receiving step comprises a step for receiving said signature data and 
said program. " 

Parthasarathy discloses that the method and system disclosed receives via a computer 
network the program and the signature data it contains (see Abstract; and column 3, lines 6-13 
for the signature data content). 

In regard to claim 5, incorporating the rejection of claim 1: 

u ...wherein said receiving step comprises a step for receiving said signature data, and 
said step for authorizing installation comprises a step for requesting said authorized 
program and receiving said program. " 

See column 3, lines 6-21; and column 8, lines 36 - 42. 

In regard to claim 6 (an apparatus), rejected for the same corresponding reasons as put 
forth in the rejection of claim 1 (the corresponding method) above: 
"memory for storing installed programs" See Figure 1 . 
"a processor for executing said programs; " See Figure 1 . 
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"wherein said processor receives a program's signature data, checks for interference 
with other already installed programs based on said signature data, and authorizes 
installation of programs with which there is no interference, " See claim 1 . 

"wherein said checking step comprises a step for checking for said interferences based 
on memory usage information indicting to be used memory area by executing the 
installed program in said signature data and memory usage information of said other 
already installed program, " 

Parthasarathy discloses checking for interference (checking to see if the program is safe 
to install, thus preventing adverse interaction with other programs) by checking the signature 
data (See column 3, lines 6-13), but does not explicitly check for interference based on memory 
usage. However Brewer discloses checking for sufficient resources for a processor to run code 
that has had a signature verification (column 22, lines 19 - 29). One skilled in the art would 
understand memory to be a resource needed to run code. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the checking for 
interference with signature data as taught by Parthasarathy with also checking for interference 
based on memory usage as taught by Brewer, because the interference checks allows steps to be 
taken to free the necessary resources as taught by Brewer at column 22, lines 24 - 27. 

In regard to claim 7 (an apparatus), incorporating the rejection of claim 6, rejected for 
the same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 2 (the corresponding method). 

In regard to claim 9, (an apparatus) incorporating the rejection of claim 6, rejected for 
the same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 4 (the corresponding method): 

In regard to claim 10, (an apparatus) incorporating the rejection of claim 6, rejected for 
the same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 5 (the corresponding method): 



In regard to claim 11: 
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"a step of uploading at least a signature data of a program in response to a program 
request; " 

Parthasarathy discloses that a signature is uploaded over a computer network (see Figure 
2 and column 8, lines 36 - 42). 

"a step of receiving the signature data of said program; " 
Rejected for the same reason given in claim 1 . 

a step of checking for interference with other already installed programs on the basis of 
said signature data; " 

Rejected for the same reason given in claim 1 . 

"a step of authorizing the installation of programs with which there is no interference, " 
Rejected for the same reason given in claim 1 . 

'wherein said checking step comprises a step for checking for said interferences based 
on memory usage information indicting to be used memory area by executing the 
installed program in said signature data and memory usage information of said other 
already installed program, " 

Parthasarathy discloses checking for interference (checking to see if the program is safe 
to install, thus preventing adverse interaction with other programs) by checking the signature 
data (See column 3, lines 6 - 13), but does not explicitly check for interference based on memory 
usage. However Brewer discloses checking for sufficient resources for a processor to run code 
that has had a signature verification (column 22, lines 19 - 29). One skilled in the art would 
understand memory to be a resource needed to run code in a computer system. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
the checking for interference with signature data as taught by Parthasarathy with also checking 
for interference based on memory usage as taught by Brewer, because the interference checks 
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allows steps to be taken to free the necessary resources as taught by Brewer at column 22, lines 
24 - 27. 

In regard to claim 12 (a method), incorporating the rejection of claim 11, rejected for 
the same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 2. 

In regard to claim 14 (a method), incorporating the rejection of claim 1 1, rejected for 
the same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 4. 

In regard to claim 15 (a method), incorporating the rejection of claim 11, rejected for 
the same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 5. 

In regard to claim 16 (a system), rejected for the same corresponding reasons as put 
forth in the rejection of claim 1 1 above (the corresponding method): 

In regard to claim 17 (a system), incorporating the rejection of claim 16, rejected for the 
same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 12 (the corresponding method). 

In regard to claim 19 (a system), incorporating the rejection of claim 16, rejected for the 
same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 14 (the corresponding method). 

In regard to claim 20 (a system), incorporating the rejection of claim 16, rejected for the 
same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 15 (the corresponding method). 

In regard to claim 21 (a storage medium), rejected for the same corresponding reasons 
put forth in the rejection of claim 1 above (the corresponding method). 

In regard to claim 22, incorporating the rejection of claim 21, rejected for the same 
corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 2 above (the corresponding method). 
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In regard to claim 24, incorporating the rejection of claim 21, rejected for the same 
corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 4 above (the corresponding method). 

In regard to claim 25, incorporating the rejection of claim 21, rejected for the same 
corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 5 above (the corresponding method). 



6. Claims 3; 8; 13; 18; and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Parthasarathy et al., U.S. Patent 6,347,398 in view of Brewer, U.S. Patent 6,295,645, and 
further in view of Mast, U.S. Patent 5,881,287. 

In regard to claim 3, incorporating the rejection of claim 1: 

" ...further comprising a step for registering said signature data of said authorized 
program. " 

Parthasarathy discloses registration of software components (Abstract), but neither 
Parthasarathy nor Brewer specifically discloses registration of signature data. However, Mast 
discloses the registration of an application program signature (column 62, lines 40 - 42). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the teaching of Parthasarathy and Brewer for checking interference of signature 
data and memory/register resources to properly run the code, and further combine the teaching of 
Mast to include the registration of signature data, because one skilled in the art would be 
motivated to register software components with the signature data to uniquely and efficiently 
secure data (or programs treated as data before being installed and run) as taught by Mast 
(column 3, lines 53 - 55; column 5, lines 43 - 57). 
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In regard to claim 8, (an apparatus), incorporating the rejection of claim 6, rejected for 
the same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 3 (the corresponding method). 

In regard to claim 13 (a method), incorporating the rejection of claim 11, rejected for 
the same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 3. 

In regard to claim 18 (a system), incorporating the rejection of claim 16, rejected for the 
same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 13 (the corresponding method). 

In regard to claim 23, incorporating the rejection of claim 21, rejected for the same 
corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 3 above (the corresponding method). 

Conclusion 

7, Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lawrence Shrader whose telephone number is (703) 305-8046. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 08:00-16:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kakali Chaki can be reached on (703) 305-9662. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 746-7239. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 
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Examiner 
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